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We examined how perceived acculturation expectations from parents and school, and ethnic discrimination predicted early
adolescents’ heritage and mainstream acculturation orientations at home (private domain) and in school (public domain) one
year later. We surveyed 263 early adolescents of immigrant background in Germany (Mage = 10.44 years, 60% female). Multi-
group path analyses revealed that perceived acculturation expectations and ethnic discrimination were more strongly related
to adolescents’ private than public acculturation orientations. Parental heritage expectations were the strongest predictor of
adolescents’ acculturation orientations. Boys were more susceptible than girls to ethnic discrimination and acculturation
expectations in school, which affected their private and public acculturation orientations. Results highlight the importance of
integrating domain-specific and gendered experiences when analyzing adolescents’ acculturative development.
1In the current study, we use the terms “of immigrant back-
ground” and “ethnic minority” to refer to ethnic minority popu-
lations in Europe and the United States. In Germany, as in most
of continental Europe following the Holocaust, issues of ethnic-
ity and race have been mainly discussed regarding immigrants
versus cultural mainstream or having versus not having an
immigrant background (Motti-Stefanidi & Masten, 2007). In line
with the German legal term, we use the term “of immigrant
background” to refer to anyone who has at least one parent who
did not have citizenship of the country of settlement (e.g., Ger-
many) at birth (G€ottsche, 2013). In common vernacular, the term
has become racialized and is often used to refer to visible
minorities of color, particularly those of Turkish, Arab, or Afri-
can descent (Elrick & Schwartzman, 2014). Despite specific expe-
riences of ethnic minority groups (Bornstein, 2009), children and
youth of disadvantaged minorities often share heightened per-
ceptions of (ethnic) discrimination and the negative conse-
quences for individual well-being (Schmitt, Branscombe,
Postmes, & Garcia, 2018). Thus, the literature review in this
study is largely based on research on disadvantaged ethnic
minority samples, including samples of immigrant background,
from Europe and the United States.
Adolescents face challenges, such as becoming
increasingly independent from parents, broadening
their peer networks, and developing a coherent
sense of social and cultural self (Eccles, Lord, &
Roeser, 1996; Uma~na-Taylor et al., 2014). In addi-
tion, adolescents of immigrant background11 meet
acculturative challenges at home, in school, and in
society (Motti-Stefanidi, Berry, Chryssochoou, Sam,
& Phinney, 2012), including the perceived support
or pressure for cultural group membership (Phin-
ney, Horenczyk, Liebkind, & Vedder, 2001). When
spending time at home (private life domain) or in
school (public life domain), adolescents may differ
in their acculturation orientations (G€ung€or & Born-
stein, 2009), meaning how adolescents emphasize
their heritage, ethnic culture, and the mainstream
culture in which they live (Arends-Toth & van de
Vijver, 2006; Tadmor & Tetlock, 2006). A strong
This study was funded by the federal program “ProExzel-
lenz” of the Free State of Thuringia, as part of the Graduate
School of Human Behavior in Social and Economic Change in
Jena, Germany. This study was also supported by a scholarship
of the Foundation of German Business (sdw) to the first author
at the University of Potsdam.
Requests for reprints should be sent to Jana Vietze, Pedagogi-
cal and Educational Sciences, Department of Psychology, Educa-
tion and Child Studies (DPECS), Erasmus School of Social and
Behavioural Sciences (ESSB), Erasmus University Rotterdam,
P.O. Box 1738, 3000 DR Rotterdam, the Netherlands; E-mail:
vietze@essb.eur.nl
 2020 The Authors. Journal of Research on Adolescence published by Wiley
Periodicals, Inc. on behalf of Society for Research on Adolescence
This is an open access article under the terms of the Creative Commons Attrib
ution License, which permits use, distribution and reproduction in any medium,
provided the original work is properly cited.
DOI: 10.1111/jora.12547
JOURNAL OF RESEARCH ON ADOLESCENCE, ***(*), 1–17
orientation toward both cultures is related to favor-
able individual adjustment outcomes (Nguyen &
Benet-Martınez, 2013) and is partly predicted by
expectations which individuals perceive in differ-
ent life domains about how they should acculturate
(i.e., perceived acculturation expectations; Kunst &
Sam, 2013). As early adolescents spend increasing
amounts of time outside the family home and with
peers in school (Brown & Larson, 2009), they may
be confronted with discordant or concordant accul-
turation expectations in these two domains. How-
ever, domain specificity of perceived acculturation
expectations and acculturation orientations has
been mostly tested with adult populations
(Arends-Toth & van de Vijver, 2006; Noels &
Clement, 2015).
In the current study, we focus on early adoles-
cents of immigrant background in Germany and
how their perceptions of acculturation expectations
at home and in school relate to their acculturation
orientations at home and in school over the first
year of secondary school. To our knowledge, this is
the first study to investigate longitudinal associa-
tions between acculturation expectations and accul-
turation orientations within and across life
domains and in early adolescence, known as a sen-
sitive period characterized by high instability of
the social self (Meeus, 2011).
Perceived ethnic discrimination is not only a
well-established risk factor for psychological mal-
adjustment (Benner et al., 2018), but also an impor-
tant predictor of adolescents’ changes in cultural
orientations (Lepshokova, Lebedeva, & van de Vij-
ver, 2017). Furthermore, early adolescence is a criti-
cal period for gender-role development (Ruble,
Martin, & Berenbaum, 2007), and adolescent girls
and boys vary in their acculturative experience
(Suarez-Orozco & Qin, 2006), and in their percep-
tion of societal pressures, such as personal and
group discrimination (G€ung€or & Bornstein, 2009).
In our previous cross-sectional study, mean differ-
ences suggested that early adolescent boys were
already more at risk than girls of developing a neg-
ative acculturation trajectory by feeling more dis-
criminated against, separating from the
mainstream society, and engaging in delinquent
behavior at school (Schachner, van de Vijver, &
Noack, 2018). By adding longitudinal associations
and domain-specific acculturation outcomes, this
follow-up study allows us to test whether boys
decrease in their mainstream orientation in school
as a result of higher perceived ethnic discrimina-
tion by mainstream society compared with girls
(G€ung€or & Bornstein, 2009). We thus contribute to
previous research on domain specificity by adding
perceived ethnic discrimination as predictor, and
by exploring gender variation longitudinally and
as a moderator of perceived domain-specific accul-
turation expectations and acculturation orientations
of early adolescents.
Acculturation in Early Adolescence
Acculturation refers to the changes in cultural prac-
tices, values, and identities, and their influence on
individuals’ psychological well-being and social
functioning, when people of different cultures
interact for an extended time (Berry, 2003; Ward,
2001). The widely used bidimensional approach
(e.g., Berry, 2003) suggests that both orientations
toward the heritage and mainstream culture can be
conceptually combined within four different accul-
turation strategies: integration (i.e., both orienta-
tions high), assimilation (i.e., high mainstream and
low heritage orientation), separation (i.e., low
mainstream and high heritage orientation), and
marginalization (i.e., both orientations low). The
integration strategy is regarded as most beneficial
for youth adjustment outcomes (see Nguyen &
Benet-Martınez, 2013, for a meta-analysis). How-
ever, classifying orientations into all four strategies,
also statistically, has been difficult to replicate and
criticized as not strictly comparable across studies
(van de Vijver, 2017; Ward & Geeraert, 2016). Thus,
in this study we consider heritage and mainstream
orientation as two conceptually independent
dimensions of acculturation orientation, as is com-
mon with this bidimensional approach (e.g., Ouar-
asse & van de Vijver, 2005; Rudmin, 2003).
Adolescence is a developmental period for nego-
tiating different aspects of the social self (Erikson,
1968), and for forming acculturation orientations
(Berry, Phinney, Sam, & Vedder, 2006). In multicul-
tural environments, studies have mostly targeted
changes in ethnic minorities’ heritage and main-
stream orientation from mid-adolescence to late
adolescence (G€ung€or & Bornstein, 2009; Schwartz
et al., 2013). Early adolescence is characterized by a
low stability of the sense of self (see Meeus, 2011,
for a review), and developmental milestones, such
as the transition from primary to secondary school,
demanding re-adaptation under changing social
conditions (Eccles et al., 1996). However, early ado-
lescence has been understudied regarding accultur-
ation orientations and the process of forming a
cultural sense of self. Therefore, the current study
analyzes acculturative changes in the first year of
secondary school, as a sensitive period in which
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adolescents move from early toward mid-adoles-
cence.
Acculturation Orientations in the Private and
Public Life Domain
Acculturation orientations are likely to vary
between life domains (Birman, Simon, Chan, &
Tran, 2014; Miller et al., 2013). Cross-cultural psy-
chologists have distinguished between accultura-
tion orientations in the more personal, social–
emotional private life domain (e.g., family or reli-
gious community), and the more visible, functional
public life domain (e.g., school or workplace;
Arends-Toth & van de Vijver, 2006). Findings
across immigrant generations, age, and ethnic
groups show that adolescents and adults empha-
size the heritage culture mainly in the private life
domain and the mainstream culture in the public
or both life domains (G€ung€or & Bornstein, 2009;
Navas, Rojas, Garcia, & Pumares, 2007; Noels &
Clement, 2015).
Within life domains, more specifically, accultura-
tion orientations may differ between behavioral
domains (e.g., language, social interactions, daily
habits) and values domains (e.g., belief systems,
world views, political ideologies; Miller, 2010).
Acculturation in behavioral domains, in particular,
has been related to ethnic minorities’ adjustment
outcomes, including acculturative stress, well-be-
ing, and occupational adjustment (Birman et al.,
2014; Miller, 2010). However, to our knowledge,
there are no studies investigating whether already
in early adolescence behavioral aspects of accultur-
ation differ between life domains, and how this
depends on antecedents at home, in school, and in
society. Our study aims to fill this gap.
Acculturation Expectations by Parents and in
School, and Ethnic Discrimination
Ethnic minority youth develop a cultural sense of
self based on the support and guidance of heritage
and mainstream group members (Gartner, Kiang,
& Supple, 2014; Kiang & Fuligni, 2009; Motti-Ste-
fanidi et al., 2012; Sam & Oppedal, 2003; Wang &
Benner, 2016). Not only adolescents’ acculturation
orientations can differ between life domains but
also the expectations adolescents perceive about
how they should acculturate at home, in school,
and in mainstream society (Kunst & Sam, 2013;
Navas et al., 2007; Tip et al., 2015).
At home, ethnic minority parents are often, but
not invariably, more oriented to the heritage
culture than their children (Fuligni, 2012). Many
studies have focused on parents’ ethnic–racial
socialization which deals with parental practices of
transmitting values, beliefs, and behaviors of their
ethnic or racial group or groups to their children
(Hughes et al., 2006). In contrast, parental accultur-
ation expectations refer to the parents’ preference
to what extent their child should endorse the her-
itage culture (i.e., parent heritage expectations) and
the mainstream culture (i.e., parent mainstream
expectations), including customs and traditions,
language use, and contact with peers from the her-
itage or mainstream culture (Schachner, van de
Vijver, & Noack, 2014). At home, adolescents are
likely to perceive high expectations about maintain-
ing their families’ heritage culture, though parents
also hold expectations to adopt the mainstream cul-
ture (Rasmi & Costigan, 2018). Early adolescents’
own acculturation preferences are likely to conform
to perceived parental acculturation expectations, as
well as perceived expectations by peers of immi-
grant background: If adolescents perceive that par-
ents or peers prefer them to endorse the heritage
culture and not the mainstream culture, adoles-
cents may indeed show high separation tendencies,
and a high heritage and low mainstream orienta-
tion (Kunst & Sam, 2013; Schachner et al., 2014).
In contrast, school is the primary context for
interactions with mainstream culture peers and
teachers (Horenczyk & Tatar, 2012). Across Euro-
pean countries, youth perceive and encounter
strong preferences by mainstream members to
adopt the mainstream culture than to maintain the
heritage culture (Groenewold, de Valk, & van Gin-
neken, 2014; Kunst & Sam, 2013). Questionnaire
studies in Germany and Chile showed that perceiv-
ing high expectations in school for contact with
mainstream culture peers (i.e., school mainstream
expectations) may relate to adolescents’ strong
mainstream orientations (Zagefka & Brown, 2002;
Zagefka, Gonzalez, & Brown, 2011).
Perceptions of ethnic discrimination are likely a
covariate for the link between adolescents’ per-
ceived acculturation expectations and acculturation
orientations. Latent profile analysis has recently
linked perceiving ethnic discrimination to parents’
ethnic–racial socialization over time (Kiang, Supple,
& Stein, 2018). The authors argued that perceiving
high amounts of ethnic–racial socialization at home
may increase adolescents’ awareness of cultural
issues outside of home, including a higher percep-
tion of ethnic discrimination. In addition, ethnic
discrimination by mainstream teachers is part of
ethnicity-related school experiences for many
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students with immigrant background in Germany
(Moffitt, Juang, & Syed, 2018).
Furthermore, youth experiencing personal and
group discrimination may result in a lower identifi-
cation with the mainstream culture in adolescence
and adulthood (Fleischmann & Verkuyten, 2016;
Musso, Inguglia, & Coco, 2015), a mechanism com-
monly referred to as rejection-disidentification (for
a review, see Verkuyten & Martinovic, 2012). In
addition, mainstream societies in many European
countries, including Germany, hold strong assimi-
lation preferences for immigrants and their descen-
dants (Jasinskaja-Lahti, Liebkind, Horenczyk, &
Schmitz, 2003; Lopez-Rodrıguez, Zagefka, Navas,
& Cuadrado, 2014; Zick, Wagner, Van Dick, & Pet-
zel, 2001). In Germany, youth who experience
mainstream members’ prejudice against ethnic
minorities may result in a stronger orientation
toward the heritage than mainstream culture (Bran-
scombe, Schmitt, & Harvey, 1999), referred to as
rejection-identification (Christ, Asbrock, Dhont, Pet-
tigrew, & Wagner, 2015). However, rejection-identi-
fication findings have been less consistent than
rejection-disidentification findings among immi-
grant populations across Europe (Bobowik, Marti-
novic, Basabe, Barsties, & Wachter, 2017). In this
study, we investigate whether greater perceived
ethnic discrimination relates to a lower mainstream
and higher heritage orientation among early ado-
lescents of immigrant background.
In the current study, to understand adolescents’
acculturative and developmental changes, we fol-
low recent claims to further contextualize the envi-
ronment on the family, institutional, and societal
level (van de Vijver, 2017; Ward & Geeraert, 2016).
Together with the notion of domain specificity, we
expected associations between perceived accultura-
tion expectations and ethnic discrimination with
early adolescents’ acculturation orientations to dif-
fer between life domains (Hypothesis 1). More pre-
cisely, we expected early adolescents’ heritage
orientation to be stronger at home (private life
domain) than in school (public life domain), and
mainstream orientation to be stronger in school
than at home at Time 1 (H1a). We anticipated that
higher perceived parental heritage expectations at
Time 1 would promote a stronger heritage orienta-
tion and weaker mainstream orientation at Time 2,
whereas higher perceived school mainstream
expectations would promote a stronger mainstream
orientation. We further expected more perceived
ethnic discrimination at Time 1 to promote a lower
mainstream and higher heritage orientation at Time
2 (H1b). Finally, we tested whether perceived
parental acculturation expectations at Time 1 relate
more strongly to adolescents’ acculturation orienta-
tions at home (private life domain) than in school
(public life domain) at Time 2, and perceived
school acculturation expectations and ethnic dis-
crimination relate more strongly to adolescents’
acculturation orientations in school than at home
(H1c).
Gender Differences in Longitudinal Associations
Scholars have repeatedly emphasized the impor-
tance of gender when studying acculturation
(G€ung€or & Bornstein, 2013; Schwartz & Mont-
gomery, 2002; Suarez-Orozco & Qin, 2006). Across
various North American and Western European
countries, life domains, and periods of adolescence,
girls have shown higher levels of mainstream ori-
entation and fewer difficulties in engaging with the
mainstream society than boys (Berry et al., 2006;
G€ung€or & Bornstein, 2009). A possible reason is
that boys report higher and increasing perceptions
of personal and group-based ethnic discrimination
over the course of adolescence compared to girls
(G€ung€or & Bornstein, 2009), and that a large
amount of ethnic discrimination happens in the
public life domain, including by school personnel,
peers, or societal institutions (Benner & Graham,
2013). As a result, boys also show lower levels of
sociocultural adjustment (e.g., in dealing with
authorities or mainstream culture members) in pre-
dominantly mainstream contexts such as school or
society (G€ung€or & Bornstein, 2009; Schachner et al.,
2018).
In Germany, early adolescent girls and boys per-
ceive comparable levels of mainstream and her-
itage expectations at home and in school
(Schachner et al., 2018). However, being more sus-
ceptible to ethnic discrimination than girls, boys
may learn to rely more on support at home, and
increasingly use rejection-disidentification as a cop-
ing mechanism at home and in school (G€ung€or &
Bornstein, 2013). In contrast, girls seem to rely less
on mainstream expectations for their acculturation
outside of home (G€ung€or & Bornstein, 2009). Girls
often face higher academic expectations by teachers
than boys (De Boer, Bosker, & van der Werf, 2010).
Girls also perceive mainstream language brokering
for their families as less stressful (Buriel, Love, &
De Ment, 2006) and report a higher mainstream
language proficiency in late adolescence compared
with boys (G€ung€or & Bornstein, 2013). Thus, even
when experiencing ethnic discrimination, girls may
be more encouraged to maintain a stable
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mainstream orientation over time and across life
domains than boys.
In the current study, we expected gender varia-
tions in associations between acculturation condi-
tions at Time 1 and acculturation orientations at
Time 2 (Hypothesis 2). More specifically, we
expected boys to be more affected by school main-
stream expectations and ethnic discrimination at
Time 1 regarding acculturation orientations at
home and in school at Time 2 compared with girls
(H2a). In contrast, for girls and boys and across
both life domains, we expected a similar mecha-
nism that links parental acculturation expectations
at Time 1 and early adolescents’ acculturation ori-
entations at Time 2 (H2b).
METHODS
Participants and Procedure
This study included self-reports of 263 early ado-
lescents of immigrant background in Germany (at
first assessment: Mage = 10.44 years, SDage = .62,
rangeage = 9–12 years, 60% female). Most partici-
pants (90%) were of the second immigrant genera-
tion, meaning that participants themselves were
born in Germany, with both parents born outside
of Germany. For most participants (84%), parents
originated from the same country. Participants rep-
resented the largest ethnic minority groups in Ger-
many, such as the Turkish- (38%), Italian- (10%),
Russian-, Kosovar-, Greek-, and Bosnian-heritage
(11% each). Participants attended either the univer-
sity-preparatory high academic school track (39%),
the medium vocational track (38%), or the low
vocational track (23%). Regarding language flu-
ency, most participants (89%) reported a very good
or good fluency in German, and 72% reported a
very good or good fluency in their heritage lan-
guage.
Participants were surveyed during class time and
in German, at the beginning of secondary school (5th
grade, Time 1) and one year later (6th grade, Time 2).
This study was part of a larger research project on
acculturation and intercultural relations involving
students with and without immigrant background
in 22 culturally diverse secondary schools in south-
western Germany (Schachner et al., 2018). To assure
comparability across schools and school tracks, we
selected classrooms with a similar share of students
with immigrant background. This meant that some
academic track schools in this study had an above-
average share of immigrant students compared with
other academic track schools. Participation was
based on the permission from school authorities and
at least one parent’s active consent. During the
instruction immediately prior to data collection, a
trained researcher reminded students that participa-
tion was voluntary and could be interrupted or
stopped any time. The study’s ethical standards
were approved by the Ministry of Education of the
federal state of Baden-W€urttemberg in Germany.
Measures
For measures not originally available in German,
we employed a translation back-translation method
(van de Vijver & Leung, 1997). Existing measures
were adapted based on qualitative interviews with
14 students of immigrant background by making
these more comprehensible for our adolescent age
group (e.g., by simplifying the language), and by
tailoring the contents to the German context. For
example, in line with common vernacular in Ger-
many at the time of the first data collection (2010),
we replaced references to ethnic or racial minorities
with “foreigners,” and references to participants’ or
their families’ ethnic or cultural heritage with
“from my other country.” A trained researcher
explained this terminology to participants immedi-
ately before data collection. A pilot study with 51
early adolescents of immigrant background pro-
vided reliability and validation information for all
items and scales prior to the study. Scale reliabili-
ties are presented in Table 1.
Perceived acculturation expectations. This
scale was adapted from a Dutch scale for adults
(Arends-Toth & Van de Vijver, 2007) to measure
adolescents’ perceptions of acculturation expecta-
tions by parents and in school, regarding cultural
customs and traditions, language use, and contact
with peers from the heritage or mainstream culture
(Schachner et al., 2014). The scale consisted of 12
items for perceived parental acculturation expecta-
tions, with six items concerning parental heritage
expectations (e.g., “My parents want me to get to
know the customs and traditions from my other
country,” “My parents want me to have a good
command over the language of my other country,”
or “My parents want me to have friends from my
other country”), and six items concerning parental
mainstream expectations (mirrored from parental her-
itage expectation; e.g., “My parents want me to get
to know the customs and traditions from Ger-
many”). The scale further included eight items for
perceived school acculturation expectations, with
four items measuring school heritage expectations,
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including two items for expectations from main-
stream peers and two items for expectations from
teachers (e.g., “The German children in my class
think that it’s fine when foreign children behave in
school as is typical in their other country,” or “The
teachers in my class think that it’s fine when for-
eign children in school also go by what is custom-
ary in their other country”). The four other items
measured school mainstream expectations, again
including two items each for mainstream peers and
teachers (mirrored from school heritage expecta-
tions; e.g., “The German children in my class think
that foreign children should behave in school like
German children”). Participants responded on a 5-
point Likert scale from (1) no, that’s not right to (5)
yes, that’s right.
Perceived ethnic discrimination. We used the
general measure for perceived ethnic discrimina-
tion from the ICSEY survey (Berry et al., 2006),
addressing the perceived frequency of being trea-
ted unfairly or negatively due to one’s cultural her-
itage. The measure included a total of five items
tapping into personal discrimination (e.g., “Have
you ever been teased or insulted because you are
from your other country?”) as well as group dis-
crimination (e.g., “Have you ever experienced that
people treated other people from your other coun-
try unfairly or poorly?”). Responses ranged from
(1) never to (5) very often.
Domain-specific acculturation orientations. We
adapted the original 18-item scale from a Dutch
measure for adults (Arends-Toth & Van de Vijver,
2007). As with perceived acculturation expecta-
tions, we selected eight items that comprised par-
ticipants’ acculturation orientations at home
(private life domain) and in school (public life
domain). The scale tapped into behavioral domains
of acculturation (Miller et al., 2013), including indi-
vidual preferences for customs and traditions, lan-
guage use, and contact with heritage and
mainstream culture members. It consisted of four
subscales: For the private life domain, the scale
included two items for heritage orientation at home
(“I like the way families live in my other country”
and “I like how parents from my other country
treat their children”), and two items for mainstream
orientation at home (mirrored from heritage orienta-
tion at home; e.g., “I like the way families live in
Germany”). For the public life domain, the scale
included two items for heritage orientation in school
(“In school, I like speaking the language of my
other country” and “In school, I like spending time
with children from my other country”), and two
items for mainstream orientation in school (mirrored
from heritage orientation in school; e.g., “In school,
I like speaking German”). The response scale ran-
ged from (1) no, that’s not right to (5) yes, that’s
right. To test reliabilities, we used the Spearman-
Brown coefficient, which is the recommended mea-
sure for two-item scales (Eisinga, Te Grotenhuis, &
Pelzer, 2013).
Covariates. As important covariate, we added
participants’ age because gender differences in
acculturation orientations are likely to increase over
the course of adolescence (e.g., G€ung€or & Born-
stein, 2009). We also included socioeconomic status
(SES), because it is confounded with ethnic minor-
ity and migration status and therefore with experi-
ences of acculturation and discrimination (Vedder,
Sam, & Liebkind, 2007). To assess SES, we com-
bined well-established indicators of economic capi-
tal and family educational background into a
single factor (e.g., Schachner, Brenick, Noack, van
de Vijver, & Heizmann, 2015). For economic capi-
tal, we used the 3-item Family Affluence Scale
(FAS; Boyce, Torsheim, Currie, & Zambon, 2006;
German version by Richter & Leppin, 2007),
including the number of cars in the household—(0)
none, (1) one, or (2) two or more; whether the child
has his or her own room—(0) no or (1) yes; and
how many times the family has been on holiday
during the past year—(0) not at all, (1) once, (2)
twice, or (3) three times or more. For family educa-
tional background, we assessed the number of
books in the household on a 5-point Likert scale
from (1) none or very few to (5) more than 200
books (e.g., Bos et al., 2007).
We further included important school-level covari-
ates of acculturation (Schachner, Juang, Moffitt, &
van de Vijver, 2018), namely the classroom propor-
tion of students of immigrant background and school
type. We estimated the classroom proportion of stu-
dents of immigrant background for each participant,
based on information provided by the schools
(Mprop = .70; rangeprop = .18–.94). Scores closer to 0
indicated a low percentage, whereas scores closer to 1
indicated a high percentage of students of immigrant
background in the classroom. For school type, in
southwestern Germany, parents choose their chil-
dren’s secondary school track, often in line with tea-
cher recommendations based on students’ academic
performance in primary school. However, teacher
recommendations can be biased, and students of
immigrant background are less likely to be recom-
mended to academic track schools than their
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mainstream peers, even with similar performance
(Glock, Krolak-Schwerdt, & Pit-ten Cate, 2015).
Plan of Analyses
First, we examined mean level differences in study
variables at Time 1 and Time 2. To examine early
adolescents’ domain-specific acculturation orienta-
tions, we conducted a series of repeated-measures
MANOVAs with heritage and mainstream orienta-
tion at home and in school at the beginning of sec-
ondary school (Time 1) and one year later (Time 2).
Next, to test for gender mean differences at Time 1,
we conducted a MANCOVA with acculturation
orientations at home and in school, and perceived
acculturation expectations by parents and school as
dependent variables. Age, socioeconomic status
(SES), school type, and classroom proportion of
students of immigrant background were treated as
covariates. We previously established gender mean
differences in ethnic discrimination in the same
sample, where early adolescent girls reported a
lower perceived ethnic discrimination at Time 1
than boys (Schachner et al., 2018).
Second, to analyze gendered associations
between acculturation conditions at Time 1 and
acculturation orientations at Time 2, we performed
longitudinal multigroup path analyses in Mplus 7.3
(Muthen & Muthen, 1998-2011), with gender as a
grouping variable. We used full information maxi-
mum-likelihood estimation for missing data (total
of 13% for girls, and 12% for boys). Participants
were nested in their classrooms (n = 40) because
perceived acculturation expectations in school may
depend on unobserved factors at the classroom
level (e.g., varying levels of teaching about cultural
diversity or school climate). Due to the complexity
of the models and our specific focus on domain-
specific acculturation orientations, analyses were
conducted separately for acculturation orientations
at home (private acculturation model) and for
acculturation orientations in school (public accul-
turation model) as dependent variables at Time 2.
In both models, the dependent variables were pre-
dicted by perceived parental and school accultura-
tion expectations and ethnic discrimination at Time
1, and controlled for age, SES, and acculturation
orientations at Time 1 to account for stability over
time.
We started with building an unconstrained pri-
vate acculturation model, which was followed by a
model with all regression paths set to be equal
between groups (structural weights). Then, using the
model constraint option in Mplus, we individually
identified and released regression paths that dif-
fered significantly between girls and boys. Next,
we constrained all correlations between predictors
to be equal across groups (structural covariances).
We repeated the same steps with the public accul-
turation model. We assessed model fit using the
comparative fit index (CFI) and the root mean
squared error of approximation (RMSEA), with
CFIs greater than .95 and RMSEAs <.06 indicating
a good model fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999). We com-
pared different models with the ΔCFI, which com-
pared to other conventional measures (e.g., Δv2) is
much less affected by sample size (Cheung &
Rensvold, 2002). A change in CFI of no more than
.01 indicated support for the more restricted
model.
RESULTS
In the following sections, we first report prelimi-
nary analyses of study variables, followed by
repeated-measures MANOVA and MANCOVA
results about mean differences at home and in
school at Time 1 (H1a), and between girls and
boys. Next, we introduce the two multigroup longi-
tudinal regression models that explored associa-
tions between perceived acculturation conditions at
Time 1 and domain-specific acculturation orienta-
tions at Time 2 (H1b, H1c, H2).
Preliminary Analyses, Domain-Specific, and
Gendered Mean Differences
Descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations
between study variables at the beginning of sec-
ondary school (Time 1) and one year later (Time 2)
are presented in Table 1. Bivariate correlations
between acculturation orientations at home and in
school were weak to moderate (between r = .21
and .25 for girls; between r = .24 and .59 for boys)
and justified separate analyses for both life
domains. For girls and boys, perceived parental
heritage and mainstream expectations were moder-
ately correlated. When participants perceived high
parental mainstream expectations, they also per-
ceived high school mainstream expectations at
Time 1. Similarly, when they perceived high paren-
tal heritage expectations, they also perceived high
school heritage expectations, but also high ethnic
discrimination from society.
In line with findings from mid-adolescence and
late adolescence (G€ung€or & Bornstein, 2009), the
repeated-measures MANOVA revealed intra-per-
sonal, domain-specific mean differences of heritage
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and mainstream orientations at Time 1 (H1a).
There were large (Cohen, 1988) multivariate main
effects for acculturation orientations at home, both
at Time 1, F(1, 262) = 65.41, p < .001, (partial)
g2 = .20, and at Time 2, F(1, 178) = 69.17, p < .001,
g2 = .28, and for acculturation orientations in
school at Time 1, F(1, 261) = 36.83, p < .001,
g2 = .12, but not at Time 2, F(1, 177) = 2.67, p = .10,
g2 = .02. Thus, at home participants endorsed the
heritage culture more than the mainstream culture
at both time points, whereas in school participants
endorsed the mainstream language and culture
more than the heritage language and culture, but
only at Time 1. Upon closer inspection, there was a
significant, yet small interaction effect of accultura-
tion orientations in school 9 gender at Time 2, F(1,
175) = 7.74, p = .01, g2 = .04. Thus, in school at
Time 2, only girls reported a higher mainstream
than heritage orientation, F(1, 103) = 10.57,
p = .002, g2 = .09, but not boys, F(1, 73) = 1.00,
p = .32, g2 = .01.
MANCOVA results indicated a significant multi-
variate main effect for gender at Time 2, F(4,
159) = 2.68, p = .03, g2 = .06, but not at Time 1, F(8,
234) = 1.62, p = .12, g2 = .05. At Time 2, univariate
effects were small to medium, F(1, 162) = 10.44,
p = .001, g2 = .06, with girls reporting a higher
mainstream orientation in school than boys, but
not at home.
Furthermore, we found a significant multivariate
main effect for classroom proportion of students of
immigrant background at Time 1, F(8, 234) = 3.60,
p = .001, g2 = .11. The medium univariate effect
indicated that participants in classrooms with more
students of immigrant background reported a
lower mainstream orientation at home, F(1,
241) = 18.17, p < .001, g2 = .07, and higher per-
ceived school expectations for students of immi-
grant background to adopt the mainstream culture,
F(1, 241) = 7.05, p = .01, g2 = .03, compared to par-
ticipants in classrooms with fewer students of
immigrant background. There were no significant
multivariate effects for age, socioeconomic status,
or school type.
Testing Hypotheses Using Longitudinal
Multigroup Regression Analyses
The main goal of this study was to explore gender
differences in direct associations between perceived
acculturation conditions at Time 1 and accultura-
tion orientations at Time 2 in the private and pub-
lic life domain. Table 2 displays fit statistics for all
multigroup longitudinal regression models, from
unconstrained to structural covariance. For the pri-
vate acculturation model (regarding adolescents’
acculturation orientations at home), the structural
covariance model with three parameters freed was
accepted as the most restrictive model with a good
fit (v2/df = 0.97, p = .56, RMSEA = .00 [90% CI
from .00 to .05], CFI = 1.00). This means that girls
and boys showed significant differences in their
regression paths from school mainstream expecta-
tions to heritage orientation at home, from ethnic
discrimination to mainstream orientation at home,
and in the correlation between school mainstream
TABLE 2
Fit Statistics for Multigroup Regression Analyses
v2/df RMSEA CFI DCFI
Private acculturation model
M1: Unconstrained 1.04 0.34 0.99 -
M2: Structural Weights 1.97 0.08 0.78 0.21
M3: M2 and PME ? HO released 1.97 0.08 0.8 0.19
M4: M3 and SME ? HO released 1.68 0.07 0.87 0.12
M5: M4 and ED ? MO released 1.26 0.04 0.96 0.03
M6: M5 and structural covariances 1.09 0.03 0.93 0.06
M7: M6 and SME with MO released 0.93 0 1 <0.01
Public acculturation model
M8: Unconstrained 0.8 0 1 -
M9: Structural Weights 1.54 0.06 0.89 0.11
M10: M9 and SHE ? HO released 1.31 0.04 0.95 0.05
M11: M10 and ED ? MO released 1.05 0 1 0.00
M12: M11 and structural covariances 0.86 0 1 0.00
Note. Most restrictive model with a good fit in italics. PME = parental mainstream expectations, HO = adolescent heritage orienta-
tion, SME = school mainstream expectations, ED = ethnic discrimination, MO = adolescent mainstream orientation, SHE = school her-
itage expectations. Model fit as is compared with unconstrained model (DCFI).
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expectations and mainstream orientation at home
at Time 1. For the public acculturation model (re-
garding adolescents’ orientations in school), we
accepted the structural covariance model with two
parameters freed as the most restrictive model
with a good fit (v2/df = .95, p = .61, RMSEA = .00
[CI from .00 to .04], CFI = 1.00). Therefore, girls
and boys differed in their associations between
school heritage expectations and heritage orienta-
tion in school, and between ethnic discrimination
and mainstream orientation in school. In the pri-
vate and public acculturation models, girls and
boys showed a low stability of acculturation orien-
tations at home and a medium stability of accul-
turation orientations in school over time. Table 3
displays the unstandardized and standardized
results of the private and public multigroup
regression models.
We found partial support for our first set of
hypotheses regarding domain specificity and rela-
tive changes in early adolescent acculturation ori-
entations depending on perceived acculturation
conditions at Time 1. We confirmed our findings
on domain-specific mean differences (H1a) in that
parental heritage expectations at Time 1 were asso-
ciated with participants’ stronger heritage orienta-
tion and weaker mainstream orientation at home at
Time 2 (H1b). However, against predictions, there
were no significant effects of school mainstream
expectations on participants’ mainstream orienta-
tions. Partly as expected, ethnic discrimination was
related to adolescents’ lower mainstream orienta-
tion one year later, but only reached significance at
home and not in school, and only for boys and not
for girls. Ethnic discrimination was also not related
to a higher heritage orientation. In line with expec-
tations, we found large (Adachi & Willoughby,
2015) standardized effects for parental accultura-
tion expectations predicting participants’ accultura-
tion orientations at home, and for school
acculturation expectations predicting participants’
(but only boys’) acculturation orientations in school
(H1c).
In line with our second set of hypotheses about
gender variation, girls and boys differed in their
associations between perceived public accultura-
tion conditions (school acculturation expectations,
ethnic discrimination) at Time 1, and acculturation
orientations at Time 2. We did not find the
expected longitudinal stronger associations
between school mainstream expectations and
acculturation orientations for boys compared to
girls (H2a). However, as an additional finding and
only for boys, perceiving high school heritage
expectation at Time 1 was associated with an
increase in heritage orientation in school over the
first year of secondary school. As expected, when
boys perceived high ethnic discrimination, their
mainstream orientation decreased over the year,
but this medium effect only reached significance
for mainstream orientation at home and not in
school. In contrast, girls showed opposite, yet
non-significant effects between ethnic discrimina-
tion and mainstream orientation at home and in
school. As expected, girls and boys did not vary
in their associations between perceived parental
acculturation expectations at Time 1 and accultur-
ation orientations at Time 2 in both domains
(H2b).
DISCUSSION
In this study of girls and boys of immigrant back-
ground in Germany, we investigated their changes
in acculturation orientations within and between
the private and public life domain over the first
year of secondary school. We analyzed whether
early adolescents’ perceptions of parental accultur-
ation expectations, school acculturation expecta-
tions, and ethnic discrimination would predict
participants’ acculturation orientations at home
(private life domain) and in school (public life
domain) one year later. Our results partially con-
firmed that associations differed between per-
ceived acculturation conditions and acculturation
orientations when comparing the private and pub-
lic life domains (Hypothesis 1). We further found
gender variations in means and associations
between perceived public acculturation conditions
(school acculturation expectations, ethnic discrimi-
nation) in adolescents’ first year at secondary
school and acculturation orientations one year
later (Hypothesis 2). We first discuss the most
important findings regarding life domain and gen-
der variations. We conclude with limitations and
implications for future research.
In line with previous research on older popula-
tions, early adolescents showed a higher orienta-
tion toward the heritage than mainstream culture
at home, in the private life domain (Arends-Toth &
van de Vijver, 2006; G€ung€or & Bornstein, 2009;
Noels & Clement, 2015). However, in this study,
one year into secondary school only girls and not
boys reported a higher orientation toward the
mainstream than heritage culture in school, a more
visible public life domain. Our findings support
that boys of immigrant background might be less
inclined to adopt the mainstream culture than girls
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and have more difficulties adjusting in the predom-
inantly mainstream context of school (e.g., Berry
et al., 2006). Gender differences may become
increasingly apparent throughout adolescence
(G€ung€or & Bornstein, 2009). Not identifying with
the mainstream culture may limit boys’ future par-
ticipation in public life, including the educational
or job context, and intercultural contact in society
(Arends-Toth & van de Vijver, 2006). As main-
stream culture values and behaviors are inherent in
school curricula and school acculturation expecta-
tions (Zagefka et al., 2011), schools may hold a key
role in providing access to the mainstream culture
throughout adolescence.
Early adolescents acculturated in line with per-
ceived acculturation expectations from parents
and school (Schachner et al., 2014; Zagefka et al.,
2011). Longitudinal associations showed the
expected domain-specific link: Perceived parental
expectations predicted early adolescents’ accultur-
ation orientations at home one year later, and
perceived school expectations predicted accultura-
tion orientations in school, but the latter was
only found for boys. Participants’ acculturation
orientations were less stable at home than in
school. A possible explanation is that individuals
with and without immigrant background have
similar preferences for how minorities should
acculturate in the public life domain but conflict-
ing preferences for the private life domain
(Navas et al., 2007). Furthermore, perceived par-
ental expectations to maintain the heritage culture
were the strongest predictor of participants’
acculturation orientations. Early adolescents may
seek most cultural guidance with their parents as
the main context for the heritage culture, and
may only focus on activities outside of home
when moving toward mid-adolescence (Brown &
Larson, 2009). This highlights again the impor-
tance of family relations for immigrant families
and for adolescents’ cultural orientation (Rum-
baut, 2005), especially at the transition to sec-
ondary school.
Boys who perceived high levels of ethnic dis-
crimination in their first year in secondary school
reported a lower mainstream orientation at home
one year later. This confirms previous findings
from mid-adolescence and older adolescents in
Europe that boys may not only perceive more per-
sonal and group discrimination than girls, but
they may also be more inclined to use rejection-
disidentification at home as a coping mechanism
(G€ung€or & Bornstein, 2013; Musso et al., 2015).
One possible explanation is that ethnic minority
adolescents often have greater exposure to the
mainstream cultural norms and values than their
parents, and may become ambassadors for the
mainstream culture at home (Fuligni, 2012). As
levels of perceived ethnic discrimination increase
over the course of secondary school (Greene, Way,
& Pahl, 2006; Uma~na-Taylor, 2016), boys may
withdraw from the mainstream culture not only in
school, but may also feel less need for establishing
mainstream culture elements at home.
Another possible explanation can be found in
studies on biculturalism, meaning individuals who
simultaneously endorse two or more cultures
(Schwartz, Birman, Benet-Martınez, & Unger,
2016). Bicultural individuals may be disadvan-
taged with regard to school engagement and
school performance when facing discrimination
(Baysu, Phalet, & Brown, 2011). The more boys
feel discriminated against, especially by teachers
(Moffitt et al., 2018), the more they may perceive
that heritage and mainstream cultures are incom-
patible, and the more they may endorse either cul-
ture, but not both (Lepshokova et al., 2017). As a
result, highly stigmatized individuals of immigrant
background are at risk to turn away from the
mainstream society in several life domains, and
may attribute a lack of personal success and soci-
etal engagement to cultural barriers in society
(Azghari, van de Vijver, & Hooghiemstra, 2018).
Here, social workers in school or other adults of
immigrant background may serve as role models
for boys in constructing a positive and cohesive
sense of cultural self in an adverse societal cli-
mate.
If boys perceived high acceptance in school for
heritage culture maintenance in their first year in
secondary school, they were more strongly ori-
ented toward the heritage culture in school one
year later (Zagefka et al., 2011). However, we did
not find that boys were also more sensitive to
mainstream expectations at home or in school
than girls (G€ung€or & Bornstein, 2009). Still, our
finding gives a positive outlook that schools can
play a significant role in facilitating a diversity cli-
mate that fosters not only the mainstream, but
also heritage culture orientation (Schachner,
Noack, van de Vijver, & Eckstein, ; Schachner
et al., 2018). School is the primary context for
interactions with mainstream peers and teachers
(Horenczyk & Tatar, 2012). Thus, a school that is
supportive of students’ heritage culture may hold
strong potential to encourage boys’ cultural orien-
tation, especially when boys perceive heightened
discrimination.
12 VIETZE, SCHACHNER, JUANG, VAN DE VIJVER, AND NOACK
Limitations and Future Research
This study also has some limitations. First, the cur-
rent study was restricted to two time points, leading
to the assumption of linear changes in variables
from Time 1 to Time 2. For a more accurate descrip-
tion of changes, more time intervals would be
needed. Second, almost half of the students in our
study were of Turkish descent, representing the lar-
gest ethnic minority group in Germany with partic-
ular acculturation experiences (Vietze, Juang,
Schachner, & Werneck, 2018). We are aware of the
restricted generalizability of results, and accultura-
tion-related experiences are likely to differ by ethnic
minority group or heritage country (Diehl, Lubbers,
M€uhlau, & Platt, 2016; Vedder et al., 2007). Third,
our study investigated the impact of perceived
acculturation expectations on acculturation orienta-
tions but could not reveal whether expectations
were perceived as positive and supportive or as
negative and threatening. Furthermore, our adoles-
cent-reported measures could not detect a match or
mis-match between actual and perceived accultura-
tion expectations, which may be confounded with
characteristics of family relationships, such as par-
ent–adolescent conflict or an intergenerational accul-
turation gap (Fuligni, 2012). Thus, multi-informant
measures should be introduced in future studies.
Fourth, although this was common terminology at
the time of data collection, we are aware that using
the terms “Germans” and “foreigners” in our ques-
tionnaire may have reinforced a perspective of a
white in-group and perceived immigrant other
(Moffitt & Juang, 2019). We encourage future
research to use more accurate and inclusive terms
that represent and acknowledge the heterogeneity of
the population of interest. Finally, we were inter-
ested in gender-specific experiences but did not
explicitly measure these. In Germany, different reli-
gious groups hold similar gender-role expectations
regarding the private life domain (e.g., household
chores; Becher & El-Menouar, 2014). However, gen-
der-role expectations may depend strongly on
aspects such as traditionalism or religiosity (Diehl,
Koenig, & Ruckdeschel, 2009), which need to be
incorporated in future research.
CONCLUSION
Despite the limitations, the current study is novel in
two ways. First, it is one of the first longitudinal stud-
ies to combine the notions of domain-specific and
gendered acculturation orientations among early ado-
lescent girls and boys. This study supports that
domain specificity is a highly important aspect of
acculturation, providing a more holistic understand-
ing of basic acculturation processes (Arends-Toth &
van de Vijver, 2006; Miller et al., 2013). Yet, different
developmental contexts hold different demands
depending on gender or age. Second, to our knowl-
edge, it is the first study considering changes in early
adolescent acculturation orientations, depending on
perceived acculturation expectations at home and in
school, and ethnic discrimination by mainstream soci-
ety. This is important because adolescents’ accultura-
tion and development take place in a variety of social
contexts, which are all interconnected (Motti-Ste-
fanidi et al., 2012). We conclude that early adolescent
boys may be more susceptible than girls to perceived
acculturation conditions in the public life domain
(i.e., school acculturation expectations, ethnic dis-
crimination) and how they relate to acculturative pro-
cesses. Finally, we emphasize that further knowledge
is needed on gender differences in the perception of
supportive acculturation conditions to generate a bet-
ter understanding for acculturation as a dynamic,
domain-specific, and gendered phenomenon, and to
help shape supportive environments for adolescent
development.
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